-

-
-

INSTITUTION .Urban -Inst., Washingten, D.C. .
SPONS AGENC Departaent of Labor,,washlngton, D C.
. “PUB DATE ‘27 Jun 78 -
, °*CONTRACT DOL-20-11-77- 18 g
* NQTE r? aup.. For. related doculente see 'CE 017 152 153
EDRS' PRICE . . MP-$0.83 HC-$2. 06 Plus Eostage. ” +.
. DESCRIPTORS *Cost Effectlveness- Employment Oppertunities;
T - . Employment Problems; *Emplcyment Programs; Enploynewﬁ

°  IDETIFIERS.  Onited States

")‘

I
-~

-

' 0 ' . vocomeyr Esuse -
ED 156878 Co o B XL N

= Lo ’ ! «
B J

*

- aTITLg_ [ “ Assgssing the Feasibility of Large-Scale

Countercyclical Job-Creaticns Final Report, VOlume I,
OverView and Summary.

s Projections; Peasibillty Studies: Federal Governlent‘

. ? pederal Progtans; - *Jcb Development; lLabor Market;

- Program, Costs; *Program Effectiveness; Public Policy.
Y *Public Service 00cupations; Unenployed

By

-
. A
¢ s ® " -

ABASTRACT : < H
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publlc job-creatzon vas assessed. Focus was on how many job-creating
activities could be undertaken as yell as the jcb-creation potential
,and costs of these‘'activities. Data was collected through field N
‘vidits made to Washington-based federal governnent and national .
organizations and to twenty-four .counties, in eidht c¢f ten federal
regions.’ The findings include the follcwings 233 potential |
-> Job-creation, activities were identified in twedty-cné different
program areas; the largest number of activities were in the’ program
areas of public works, edvironaental guality, education, social -
services, and criminmal justice; and 115 activities, for which onsite
job and.cost ‘estimates could be generated, were estimated capable of
generating three mill¥on onsite jobs at a cost ¢f approximately “

"~ $15,000 per job. (This first of a three-volume report contains

chapter 1, which overviews and summarizZes the entire study. Volume 2,
comprised of the-second chapter, covers the methods and the findings
-with, respect to activities, their gob-creation potential, and related

characterzstics. The last volume, ntaining the repaining six
chapters, covers the findings regarding the pricrities among
‘projects, indirect eap cyment effects, skill inbalaqpes, and
administrative issues'Zand sunmarizes ‘the qve:all find;ngs,
conclusions, and recom endations.) (EB)
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7through VIII, which describe our findings with respect to priorfties among

-z,

- .

. . Preface .

1

“The vork described in this report, undertaken under the terms of Contract

Number 20-11-77-18 was a joint research effort by The Urban Institute and the
5 L4
American Institutes for Research. Although the primary responsibility for pre-

# 4
paring ,this report fell, under the contractual terms, to The' Urban Ins&itute,i

the contribution of American Institutes for Research staff-was important enough -

L * " s

. to merit joint-authorship. .

— . X .
More specifically, Herbert Rubenstein of the American Institutes for
. * N

’

Research was respounsible for the work summarized in Chapters II and VI

-
-

Harold Sheppard of the American Institutes for Research supervised the work

of Rubenstein and had primary responsibility for- the work smnmarized in :

Chapter III; Melvin Jones of The Urban Institute was responsible for the work

in Chapter IV; Charles O. Thorpe, Jr. of Thé Urban Institute was responsiblé
£ 3
for the work in Chapter V.; and Chapter AL was prepared by Alan Fechter of The

Urban Institute. As Project Manager, Fechter alsd was responsible for the

overall coordination of the effort'and;for the quality of the final report.
N L
1 .
The size of this-report required a rather unique method of packagipg.

’

The eight chapters of the report are oréanized jntq three ﬁoluaes; Volume I

x
coptains Chapter I, an overview and stmary of the entire report. Volume II

&

contains Chapter II, a léng cﬁapter which describes methods and dstailed

B

findings with respect to activities, thei; job-creation potential and related’

characteristics. Volume IIT contains fhe remfinder of the report, Chapters III

, -

'projects, indirect employment effects, gkill imhalances, "administrative and

| -
operational issues, and a cqnciuding chaptei; Chapter VIII, which summarizes

overall findings, conclusions, and recomméndations. . ) ’

4 - 11 ' * ’ ’ ’ s
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‘ In addition to this report, the ﬁpllowing series of papers have been ~

developed as part_ of this project and could be ‘made 4vailable to those who

< ! *

B ' are int?rested .in the more techndcal details of this study.

s »
= .t " Melvin Jones, "Direct and Indirect Employment Effetts of Public
e Employment Programs An Application of Input-Output Models to
‘- . Assess Employment Effects by Skill," Working Paper 3619-3, Wash-

- j - ington, D. C., The Urban Institute, 1978

- ’ - k4 I
Herbert Rubenstein, "Administrative and Operatiounal Barriers to
Public Job Creation: Evidence Based on Field Visifs," Working -

Paper 3619-5, Washington, D C., The Urban’ Institute;~1978b' and

ﬁharles 0. Thorpe,'Jr., '"Targgt Groups to be Served by Public -
o - Job Creation Programs: -Their Characteristics and Their Cyclical
. - Sensitivity,"” Working Paper 3619-4, Washington, D. C., The Urban

Institute, 1978, - = . .

. These papers will be available through the National Techndcal Information,
. .- ~ Services as. well as The Urban Institute. A large number of people have been
instrumental in making this study possible. It i3 d4fficult to begin to

’acknowledge our indebtedness to the large number of public officials, employees,

and representatives in the hundreds of public and private organizations and
agencies we Yieited;ﬁho cooperated with us and provided us with ghe‘infprmation

that was used in this study. 'Our failure to do so should in no way be construed

*

as minimizing their valuable contributione; rather, it should be comstrued as our
B . < _ b .
deference to pragmatic and logistic reasoms in trying to keep the Preface within
~ L . o .
manageable proportion.

Particular debts of gratitude are due to Albert Mapou and Thomas Bruening

'
. ) of the Department,of Labor, Employment and’ Training Administration, Office of
. 4l
Policy Evaluation and Research, for their continual guidance and support through—
LI .

out the project and for tbeir helpful comments on whdt must hava seemed an end~
Lless flow of,chaptetarevisions in the process of completing this report. The
authors are also grareful for the constructive comments on early draft material

in this report by William Barmes, National Commissicn for Manpower Policy; Lee

73
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_ Thorpe in generating the estimates of target group popu}atidns in Chapter V. .

’ Penn}-Roseuwasser, Urban Instityte, assisted in the preparation of the refer-

. Her tireless, patient, and conscientiocus forts were Eruly:aboVe and beyond

jthecal}.‘of'duty.‘ L | Lo

I

and Irwin Garfinkel, Institgte for Research on Poverty, University of Wiscounsin, —]

Bawden and Robert Harris of fhe Urban Institute; and Howard Rosen, Office of
" - = y N *
Policy Evaluation and Research. Assistance in the field efforts was provided

by Tania Romashko, Larry Passarell and Andrea Chasen, Americdan Institutes for »
Regearch. [Earl Wright, Upjohn Institute fo Employment Research, provided use~

ful advice on how to structure our field visixs.. Research_aseistance and copy

+

editing were provided by Alice Wade, Urban Instftute. Computer assistadce was

provided by Tito de 1a7Carza and Roéer Kohn, Urban Institute. Robert Haveman 4

were helpfol in arranginé.for the u;e of tﬁe Golladay-Haveman simulation model.

Michael Watts, Institute for Research QnJ%overty, worked closely with Melvin

a 1

Jones’ih modifying the simulation MOdel to suit our requirements and in produc- B .

-

ing tputs from this model. George Chow,‘Urban Institdte, worked with Charles )

X ’ o~

ence gection.

Last,‘bﬁt by no means Igast, a special acknowledgment is due to Yuri

Hayadas who typed the many drafts of each chapter of thia report as we
i

attempted tp give a multiple-author product the appearance of copsistency.

a

It is fair to say that this report would not have been possiBle without her.
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_ bute 'td a more tho;pugh analysis of the benefits and costs expécted from these

. Executive Su:‘nmary o

. The purpose of” this study was to assess the feasibility of large-scale,

countercyclical public job-creation. A major concern was with the assertion
that a public*job—creation program is limited in its potential capacity to
,expand by the amount of meaningful activity. The ceatral issue examined was:
How many activities could be undertaken? - .- > S
An’ additional concetn was with the characteristics of these activities.
We wanted to estimate the number of jobs that‘could be created and the costs
 of these activities. This information was expected to be useful in further
studies of the relativé merits of public job—creation activity to determine
whether such activity was indeed "better and therefore desirable. We also
examined other dimensions of the activities--their labor-intensity, their

" skill-mix, their degree of political acceptability, etc.-which might contri-

activities. ’ ‘
In egtimating the job-creation potential of these activitiesi)an atgempt

was made to be more comprehensive than. past studigs by considering both onsite

and offsite’ job-creation. The latter is expecte:ito arist from onsite pur-

-—-—chases of nonlabor inputs and through second%round_expenditures induced by-

the onsite labor and monlabor purchases. - v .

Consideration was also given to a particular aspect of indirect costs--the 1
potential Jnflationary pressure that could be generated as a result pf Iabor
shortages that might emerge as a consequence of these activities. To assess
these shortages, es‘t tes of the, aggregate mnn‘ber of jobs created and the

,distribution of these jobs by skill (major occupation group) were compared with‘l
egstimates of the aggregate supply of labor available to fill these jobs and thei
distribution of this supply by . comparable skills. t - . '

] ¥inally, general administrative and organizational issues thatrmight pose
significant .barriers to implementation of these activities Were revieved mnd R
attempts were ,made to link some of “these to particular types of activityc' ‘ ’

. . Infogg?tion was gathered by means of field visits in Washington-dwith - o

numercus federal govermment officials and representatives of, over 50 naticnal
4 organizations, ranging from Goodwill Industries to the Natiomal Educatidh

Association--and in 24 counties located in eight of the ten federal regioﬁs

s+ In addition, correSpondence was ¢onducted and/or meetings were held
with federal govermment officials and representatives from a large numbex
' _ of national organizationms.

Q : ’

t

s
r
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’ The;meetings, both in Washington, and in the local communities, focused
on (1) identifying activities that might provide meaningful work, (2) deter-
mining priorities among these activities, and (3) identifying current or

s,

expected problems in (a) implementing BSE projects, (b) :unning the projects,
and (c) ?hasing out the projects.. .
- Déta were also collected during these visits on the costs, labor intensity,
g skiildmix, and job-creation potential of the public service and, public works_
_ .activities identified as likely candidates for large;scale expansion. Secondaty
* sources, such as PSEl project data summaries, various govermment reports, progr'am ‘
" budgets, program planning documents, and evaluations, previous studies such as
the National Manpower SdTVay of _the Criminal Justice System,’ and ‘a number of
f surveys conducted specifically for this research project by particular national
Pl organizations, also provided us with useful data.
' \Major findings are. summarized below: A .
1. The, study identifed 233 potential job—creation activities in’21 dif-
ferent program areas. This list of activities, together with the summary of
their characteristics contained in.this study,rshould prQVide valuable guidance
to prime sponsors and other program administrators, charged with the responsi~
bility for'déVeloping such activities. The largest number of activities were : ’
in the foll progtam areas: public works (37), envirommental quality (31),
.education (27), social services (27), and criminal justice (24).

Estimates of onsite jobs and costs could be gemerated for 115 activities.
These 115 activities wefe estimated capable of generating 3 million onsite Jjobs
at a budgetary cost of $46 billion, or .slightly more than §15, 000 per onsite
job- These per—job costs ranged ag low as $8,000 for cultur:al activities (in-
cluding museums %nd public libraries) to as high-as $41,000 for public works.

A large number of additional onsite jobs could\é;ve been created by the 118
projects for w@ich estimates could not be generated. These estimates of poten~-
tial jot-creation pfesented here sgould, thereﬁore; be considered quite conser-
vative on this account. However, while both the 115 and the 233 activities
agg*technically feasible, they may not be the best way to allocate scarce

Agovernment resources. The value of "some of these activities may not be suffi-
cient to justify their costs. And for other activities, the costs of trying '
to satisfy the entire demand might ptove to be prohibitive. The estimates 7

.

pregented in this scudy are 1ikely to'be biased upward, dnd therefore to be

*

liberal estimates, on these accounts. 7 i ‘

#
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2. The estimated numberoof onsite and offsite jobs that could be gener-

~ated varied according to the assumption adopted about fiscal substitution and

'whether the resources freed by such substitution are ultimately spent. The = _

most reasonable assumptiom--that, regardless of whether or not there is any

_fiscal substitution, all the funds are eventually spent, iields an estimated

7.4 million jobs. The-effect of these additiomal job84is to lower the cost '
per jobs created from $15,000 (for onsite jobs) to approximately "$6,000 for —
both onsite and offsite jobs.‘ .
Moreover, the characteristics of jobs created offsite would differ notice-
ably from jobs created onsite. For exampie, while low=-skfll jobs would consti-

tute over 40 percent of the onsite job®, they would represent only 15 percent’

the percentage of jobs that could be filled by low-skill workers from over 40
percent to only 25 percent. The actual gumber of low=skill jobs capable of
being generated increases from 1.2 million to over 1.8 million. A major con=

cIusion to be drawn from this finding is that, because-offsite employmen
effects of these actiwvities is substantial and,because thgse jobs differ in

characteristics from onsite iobs, inferences about the average costs and
targeting effectiveness of job-creation programs should not be drawn from

.

A onsite job-creation and cost data alone.

3. It was found that the markets for white collar workers--both
professional~managerial and clerical-sales-and seIVice workers were most
likely to experience bottlenecks even in a situation of rough aggregate balance. *
However, these skikl-specific bottlenecks wefé not considered serious hindrances
to -the feasibility of implementation of these activities since they coul:d easily
be alleviated by drawing on additional supplies available from unemployed and
underemployed white collar workers who were-not members of the target group.

A policy implication to be drawn from this finding is that targeting restric—

tions and eligibilitv criteria ought to be flexible enough to allow for some

selection from outside the target groups or populations of eligibles sDECified

for the program, Such flexibility will tend to minimize potential skill bottlg:;\
- : . ' Z'.‘ .

necks.

»

We found that' labor-intensive, low-skill activities could serve as a
reasonsble basis for national job—creation in .a structural program. Additional
labor-intensive activities could be added to meet the needs of a countercyclicale
job-creation program as the occasion warranted.

. b The procese\develaped to identify priority areas consisted of several

steps. First, areas identified as areas of excess demand by at least pio percent
. A

1

w
1
.
M
L —

’of the offsite jobs. Thus, one effect of offsite job=cteation would be to lower ) <
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-

- I} N . x . .
. of officials and representatives were isolated. Then, from among those areas,

f‘ the ones ‘selected by at least 10 percent for increases with additiomal federal
funding and the ones selected by a large numberlof officials and representatives

1

.- -

4

were defined as priority areas. . R

for increases rather - than for decreasds were isolated. 'The areas that met all .

‘of these test

. o f The ‘area

of environmental quality met the “test for all local area public

L, officials ‘and representatives contacted. The following aréas met the test for c-
= all ofggcials and répresentatives except elected puhlic officials-éhousing,
; health, and crimiBal justice. These areas provide roughly one-sixth to ' -
’ one-f£ifth of the 3 million jobs'created by the activities identified in this
study. . , '
5: Administrative and operational issues were examined on the basis of . o

an extensive literature review and from information acquired during the course
of our fieldwork. The following issues were identified as potential barriers

to effective implementation of activities funded under a large—scale pnblic

job—creation program:

£

-

¢ ambigudus program goals, e -

. _ ’ . red:t;pe, ) \ EO
. inadequate time for planning, :
e targeting, . .

o Inadequate resources for training, supervision,

atld materials, ° o g

-

) e pregsure group problems (e.g.,‘nnions, competition
E g in private sector), i o

1

e transition requirements,{

r

Each of. these issues can render a project (or groups of projects) fafeagZZle¢f

Two issuegs-~inadequate time for planning and inadequate resources for

training, etc.-~were singled out as amenable to policv action that would mini-

= - Al
mize the difficulties they now _ produce.
“stable funding patterns. The latter 'can be alleviated by liberalizing the

The forfier can be alleviated by more

current requirement that no less than 85 percent of the funds be spent on the .
wage bill, While this liberalization may reduce thg;onsite job—creation per-é
- formance of the program, it would increase the range of feasible activities aqd
. it may improve the long=-range benefits atcruing to program participants by

. providing them with better on-the-job training experiggce. ﬂhese improvements
e . . ¢ o ' - » A , ~
may be purchased-at the cgst of more fiscal substitution, however, unless mor

-

,effective constraints are imposed on how funds will be utilized and greater - .

. effort is made to assure that maintenanca-of-efforts provisions are honored.

-

’

&~
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“va view, consistent with a structural theory of unemployment, permits the '

© Act (CETA) alone funds over 750 thousand jobs. ’ ) Y .

~ . 7 -+ 1. OVERVIEW AND SUMMARY. Kz SR / .

¢ s ce ' ‘ o .

3 > - . S '
Persistent and disturbingly high levels of unemployment experienced-in

recent years have couvinced many that monetary-and fiscal’policy‘can'no longer

- P

be relied on as the sgle means of regulating\our economi.c destinies. ﬁhis

- [

type of thinking has its roots in a view of the economy that suggests that
+ - } ‘} N AY

aggregate rates of unemployment cannot be reduced mrch below 6 percent by ) ;

these measures without incurring intolerably high rates of inflation. Such

' N < N <. - i v )
simultangous,existence'of excess supPlies of labor in some markets along with

: . ¢ ' < ‘ .
excess demands for labor in other markets., These gsectoral imbalances suggest |

Vthe need for targeted, structural interventions into labor markets-—e.g.,

wage subsidies antidiscrimination programs, investment incentives--as a more

<
appropriate way of dealing with our existing unemployment problems than the
h

.

traditional macroeconomic measures. : ' Ty i

<

Among these, public sector job-creation has played an increasingly im~ M
portant role. Prior to 1971, such programs ware practically'nonrexistent N

since that time they have steadily grown so that,today the’ public service em- -

# I

ployment program authorized under the Comprehensive Employment,and Training

The debate over whether or not to expand publjic job—creation programs has
been centered 4n part on the issue of “make-work " Many haye argued~that ic .,

would not be desirable tq further expand the scope of these types of programs

¥

'because they would quickly,run out of meaningfyl activities. Jobs created by -

these activities, they argue, would be :make-work“ or "leaf-raking"--demeaning . .

] o N

to thoge employed, contrary‘to the value placed on work by the-aduocates of such )

IS

job-creation programs, and not.really directed toward satisfying important social

objectives. . ' - ?‘ ’ ¢
‘ - o, . N %

‘: ‘ * 1 lul _i - - . ®
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* Scope of ‘S€udy . S IR LY ’ g

The purpose of this study-was.to .assess the feaéibility of large-scale, -

+

public job—creation. Feasibility, we caution, is not synonymous with desir-

The former addresses what could be done. The latter addresses what

e

should be done and imolies an activity that is, in .some sense, superior t&\

ability.

alternative activities.

- ’

ingful public job-creation activities are technically possible.
’ ’

one must also show that such activities are regarded as "better" in'some sense

than others--where, for example, "bettdr" can be defined in efficiency.terms as

i -

To be desirable,

i R .
. ‘creating more jobs of a given value at a given cost, or creating a given number

To be feasible, it *is only necessary to show. that mean-

~

10f jobs of a given value-‘at a lower cost.’
% - .

(This study is primarily interested in the issue of feasibility.

/

Although

&
it also develops information that could be relevant to the latten issue, no

- « f -

attemﬁt ‘is made to identify the relevant trade—offs between this type of pro- ’
‘ . ¥ . -~

‘gram and alternative typeg of structured programs.’ ’ Ca

’ -

A major concern of this study was with the assertion that a public job-
- !
, creation program is’ lﬁnited in its potential capacity to expand by the exist-
. ing amount of meaningful _public sector activity that could be undertaken.

.central issue examined was: How many activities could be undertaken{

- ]
- .

An additional concern was with the characteristics of theSe activities..

IS
=

We wantéd to estimate the number of jobs that could be created and the costs
of, these activities. This information was expecpag to be useful in further

studies of the relative merits of public job-creation activity to determine '

-

whether such activity was indeed ! etter" and therefore desirable.
. )

We also

P examined other dimensions of the activities—-their labor-intensity, their .

N skill-mix, their degree of political acceptability, etc.=-which might -

% e 4

The

]
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‘contribute’to a more’thorough afalysis of the benefits and costs’ e?pected ~£rom
. s ") S . . 1

.,L KRS these activities. "’. - . ' | _ " . ' ’ ‘
; , ‘ U xIn estimating the :']ob-creation;potential of these activities, an attem;t‘:; ’
- w'asmade .to'b-e more’comprehensiwlze '\than -pas't studies: Critical factors cop~
R . v .-
';-7:,. '7_7“‘ : sidered in asséssizig tﬁe net job-creation potential j these activities include E
- '*’ how they.are to be .funded whether or not there is any fiscal sdbstitution or A

- P L l . '

.occupational ’displacemenf: and the extent to which ther

> - ~

adirect, or

» - ,-J‘
b ©

. ofafsi'te, j‘ob-creation effects. : v

*

-

s

‘ Public job—creation activitdes CO\ild éonceivably

ot t? in no, new net job=
.. creation if funded by reductions in expenditures on Other ublic activities or

A, F— N
R TN . S ,.
el

by ineré"ases ip taxes. However, even undé)r these extreme assumptions, the - _/) ' .
) /-‘:" activitie§ funded might af}ect the distribution of jobs between publio- and
o private-sector activity, among income classes. (L«e., poor vs' nompoor), among ’

¢ 9
skills,i OT’ zmong demograyhic groups. We do :gi examine theaiinplications of

. , -
- - *” e

fundidg é‘or net job-cxeation. Instead “we assume that the activities are funded

a

- . in a way that results id a net increase in total expendi«ture, and therefore

-~ M _— e
* ., results in net jochreation. Clearly ‘?'iolations of this assumption could-

<

reduce the net job—cr:[tion potential of these activities., Fiscal gubstituti&

f:’ ;' --the use by localities of federal funds to support activities that would other=

" W:I.se ha,,ve been fun by- 1ocal funds--can affect both the net jqb-creation /

[
- ¢

v potential of dct: vitiesg and, the distribution of jobs among various9 groups of
:p -, ’.‘ a1 » "5‘ Py

~

P workers: In -this gtudy we make 3 crude attempt to examine the implicatiogxs

. of some extreme assumptions about the Impact of fisc'al substif/ion. We aléo

- l l“
- .“ - . » v
censider both onsite and offsit:e jobﬁcreation. ’ . . ¢ Iy
t{( ) § ‘ \- s
Consideration wa&lso given to a parti cular aspect of in,direct costs~>the
3 * 7' .
o potential inflationary pressure that could be generatéd as a result, of labor .
shgrtages that might enmrge as a consequence of thése aetivities.‘ 'I.‘o ,assess \ ~
& FPNE. s > ‘
LS ? .-
C e ey A T AP . ~ L , :
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' f.' 'estinates of the aggregate supply of labor available to fill these jobs and the

- Keats concept of beanty.% Rather, like the beauty that lies in, the eye of -

T e e, W - . ! . ra, T ¥ . . ¥ n L
- . N R SR~ K

- P Y ; B . . . .“ . T *"$ o . .
these.shortabes,’estimates‘%f tﬁe’aggreéhte-number of jobs created and fthe
LR o
distribution of t?ﬁ/efjobs by skill (major occupation group) were cqmpaﬂﬂd with, 7

—"

. ‘: - . by 4

attonpts wergfmade;to link some of these to particuiar types of activity-

¢ ‘ ¢ . ’ * N -
. R ~ ,
-

v -
H “ N - N »

Defining ﬂeaginéfnlﬁyork ~-}_" - ) L y

— -

"Unfortnnately, the concept of'meaningful work is not qnite 80 absolute as -

the beholder, mc\eaningful work can imply different n‘ivities to different ob-

\‘ . ’ = -
activity that satisfies some "unmet socidl need.” Unfoxtunatel§, this,deﬁini-

tion is of little value in clarifying‘the concept. Like beauty and meaningful

"work, .mmet social needs can mean different things to differedt people.

§—

This obscyrity is further compounded when one»realizes that, in principle,

" there can be an infinite number of unmet needs that remain to be satisfied-

servers. pnetdefinition commonly used in’ discussions of meaningful work is: T ‘1

. ¥
both in the public sector and in the private sector. In practice, however, 7 . ‘
only some "of these needs can actually be satisfied. | ’ '

. Scarcity prevents ;ttainment of a state of NirVana‘in which all unmet ) ’- ‘! -
needs can be satisfied. Resources are not availfble in nnlimited supply to i .
be applied to, satisfying these needs. Consequently, priorities must‘be es- - -
tablished to determine exactly which unmet needs are to,be satisfied. For_‘ - ) <

L]
- - -
- -

i ’ . Toemss

l. In his memorable "Ode to a Grecian Urn", Keats described the concept
of beauty as- follcws: . .

: 2 s
"‘Beauty is truth, truth beauty,’==that 1s all ' -
« " . Ye know in eérth and all ye need to know." ) -
. ’ ¥ s -
. - ‘ * i - ‘g i kY . . .
14 o . ‘
S ) o
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. N £ . < i * . . . “. .
most . private~sector goods, thess priorities are established through the market-

- place by interaction of suppliers and demanders and the prices that are gener-

.

ated. Eon most qulic-sector goods, these priorities are established through;

<

the political process by interaction of suppliers and demanders afnd the‘support

- - .

of theﬂelectorate ‘and: of speciaI'*“tereséLgroups.

< [y .

In general the private-sector goods and the Qublic-sector goods selected

-

/,g .
to satisfy unmet needs-can be assumed to be those with the highest 'value"

relative to their costs. This is the assumption underlying most economic N
L3 y o \
models of consumer and voter behavior. It is this "value -elusiVe and diffi-

-

cult to pin,down--that will differ among observers and will.therefore be the

€
£

reason’for.digferences among observers in the priorities they 52: among ackiv-

‘ ’ I . .

1 A ; -
ities. Py - ‘ - ¥ ‘

For purposes ‘of this study, it is not necessary to. estimate~the value;

~

it is only necessary to know that the selection process is systematically,

based on this value r¥#lative to the cost, of the activity. The "marginal""~

s')’

activity wogid be the next one gelected-~1if an opportunity arose to make an

\ E
additional selection. _Such an opportun;ty would arise if, by provision of .

federal funds, a public jqb—creation prognam lowered the cost of public—_'

>

N -
’ sector activities faced by local’ decisionmakers.2 ot ¥

. It is this marginal activity thnt is meant to be encompassed in our defi-

[y

nition of‘ﬁbaningful work. Presnmably, it has-value, but it is not worth the

1. This elusiveness is not as troublesome for private-sector goods,
. "since market prices serve a meaningful role in establishing these priorities ’

among goods’ and services as to what will be consumed. It is mome problematic =

for public~géctor goods, where marke{ prices do not usually exist,

! 2., Of course, these funds’ are not costless. They must be raised either
through taxes, reduced eW¥penditure on other public-sector activity at the
federal "leyel, or increased federal budget deficits. For the first option,
the federal taxpayer bears the cost; for the second option, the beneficiaries
of these other federal public-sector activities bear the cost; for the third

option, gost could be an increase in inflation,. which would be borne
largely by consumers and ho1ders of fixed-price assets. ]
ST e L - : .. b}

S ' l o : lfS o -
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. costs/thar must‘currently be paid,'given resources currently available.

s

. Visited . s * -

- a®

B"
1R , 2

providing addiCional resources, to locab decis onmakers, the public job—creanion

program,allcwa Ehem to reconsider undertaking activities which are marginal to _

- = PN . - \
. . . @
‘them. . . K Cal -

* . .
e : &
3 -~

Estimatigﬁ‘Ongite'Job-Creation . ":,;

£ : .
- .

‘Information_ahout activities that could provide meaningful work was gath-

~

+ ered by means of field visits in Washingtonr-with numerous federal government

officials and rgpresentatives of over 50 national organizations, ranging from

Goodwill Industries to the National Education Associationr-and in 24 counties .

- kY - & ~
located in eight.of the ten federal régions.l
‘ties visited. - ‘ é % o S S A

. . / : . P »
In each of Ehe sites, visited substantive discussions were held with.

~

locally ekected officials, local, county, state, and federal government
A
officials and stafi' members of a wide variety of local advisory boards
7 X
such as the Manpowgr Advisery Planning Qommittee (MAPC)5 repregentatives -

.=

from community-based organizations, representatives from. minority groups;

labdr,leaders; business,andWChaerr,of Commerce representatives; and other

lzcal citizens either. involved in the operation of local government pro-

%= -

grams or knowledgeable abouq&public-supported services in their commmnities.

Table 1.2~ displays the number of discussions ‘held by type of official

2 %
In addition to _holding substantive discussions with local commnnity

- s N

representatives, coryespondence was conducted and/or meetings were held’

- i . - X : P T o

Y ¥

‘1. Originally e had planned to visit 30 counties in the ten federal
regions. We had to cut back on our plans for budgetary; reasons. The counties
selected were a stratified random sample of all countieg The selection pro-

. cess Yas designed to inSure at least ome site per federal region. Three
‘counties were sélected paer reglon so that there would be a total of ten
_large coungié& ten moderate-sized counties’, and ten small, predominantly
rural, ¢ counties. Por details of the sampling method, see Appendix IA.

S 2 16

el

Table- 1.1 describes the 24 coun- \

"
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R TABLE 1.1 . -~ = RS
: ) +. ' " COUNTIES VISITED IN THE COURSE . -~ e
i} . OF THIS STUD * - v ‘ ' -
- _ o : . S s ' ) '
3 O T © ' - A TITY WITHIN S
REGION . . .- " COUNTY . .t __CoONTY ~ oo
B t e - - . . e l . & '§
Region 1 ‘ New Haven, Connmecticut . N§¥ Haven x :
oL e * ¢ Hamden, -Massachusetts . .. Springfield . . R
N h - Lowell, Massachusetts - Lowell -~ ™. - :
o Rggien”3 ’ Dauphin, Pennsylvania * | ‘ Hdrrisburg
’ . ro Luzerne, Pennsylvania . .. Wilkes=-Barre e ax
- - \ . Baltimorp, Merylang. Baltimore '
N ‘ .7 . ‘ N - .
T . 1 . . -
] ) -~ i;ngioﬁ 4 ‘ Liberty, Georgia, T Hinesville . . .
- T sl ~ Bamberg, South Carolina ] - Bamberg : ,
T I ' Richmond, Georgia : Augusta - - .
. 4 ‘ g.!‘ 1. ; ‘ ) - ) ; . / < “
.~ . .. Region 5 * Ross, Ohio - ) Chillicothe. )
. R . . ' Wayne, Indiana -~ - . Richmond | i
P Hamilton, Ohio g Cincinnati.
‘ s Region 6 Harris, Texas - ﬁouston .o - '
o . : Lafayette, Louisiana ’ ,:Lafayettg ) .
. L - Grimes, Texas . ) Bryan City, »
- ) . . - - ' L ’ ; .. ’ .
X Region 8 _._.Eagle, Colorado ' Vail ‘
) 7 T : ’ithpingtgn,‘Coloraao ] _ Akron . )
AR L - El Paso, Colorado - ‘ * Colorado Springs -
. . . 1.: . . ., : i . O S
;3.$‘ = ’ Region 9 . Sgéramento, California A Sacramento
S . Alameda, - California : Berkeley - ,
ST . . Fresno, California - . : Presno
> R SRR ) , ,
" 5:—‘ ‘-)- Y ' & v : ) = ‘ - '
T . Region 10 . King, Washington® v Seattle ‘ ‘
S : “Yakima, Washington . N Yakima . .

Kliakitat, Washington . White Salmon
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~ the offices of the mayor, city council or cc\uﬁéy

< f .
J- . ‘ . ‘ \ < . S y
e ] t - ) e
! TABLE 1.2 . - R . e -
NUHBER _OF MEETINGS HELD BY TYPE syt , AR
+ or REPRESENTATIVE e . ) <L

——
[
v

A " : g s Number of’:'
o Type of Representative ! Lot +Meetings Held

P

2

1 3 ) . . LY

Elected offidials-~e.g., mayors, membgrs of city
councils and communjity commissions; school board . s
me.nrbers, etc. . : - 7 EETE B

Non-elected officials-~=(a) those without -speci ; 45 "
program of agency responsibilities, such as cit S \
managers and their agssistarits; executive staff; in. *
commission' special assistancs to a gcvernor or‘i . Lt : .
other :elected official, etg. - d o a
(b) those with program responsibility, ooy he& . 125\ :

f agencies for planning; housing; urban renewalj 1 ) \
socilal services; corrections and other criminal \a Cw )
justice agencles; ecbnomic development programs, 5 :
etC. . . ?ki

< ’ &~ k.

Staff members of cémmunity-based orgamizations-- . . ! 30 .
_(a) those without specific project responsibilities, *

such as minority group 1eaders"offi,cials of the

local chamber of commerce;. United Way; League of

Women, Voters; and cultural organizat:icns. . o T

.

(b) individuals directly responsible for delivery 70 ]
of service}g,, e.g., staffs in public~supported ] ) )
commni:y ¢enters; services for the elderly; A
training-and vocational facilij:ies youth organi~- ) . .
zations;- Gocdwill, etc. N .- "




) and (c) phasing out the projects._P et

(0

*

- - '

with federal governmen;,officials and representatives from the national

otganizations listed in Appendix IB. . ' : -

.t ™

The meetings, both in WashingEUb.and in the local &ommunities, focused’

on (1) idegtifying activities that might provide meaningful work' (2) deter- ’

=

mining priorities among these activities, and (3) identifying current or

expected problems in (a) implenenting PSE projects,x(b) running the projects,'

1

* Data were also collected during these visits on the costs, labor intensity,
skill-mdx, and job-creation potential of the. public service and public works

activities identified as likely candidates for large—-scale expansion. Data

-

*were also collected from such secondary sources as PSE project data summaries,

-

-~

. various government reports, program budgets, program planning documents and

evaluations, previou3 studies such as the National Hanpower éurvej of the

¥

Criminal Justice System, and a number of “surveys conducted specifically for

this resgearch project by particular national organizatinns. ”

I
¥

Onsite job—creation was estimated in two steps. First, a, list of "mar-
ginal" activities--i.e., detivities identified as a result of these meetings
with officials and cdmmunity and interest group representatives at the local
and the national level--was compiled. Then, estimates of job—creation and

costs were generated by determining the level of activity that would be required

,to completely satiate the demgand for these activities, proxied by some measure

v }

of universe of need. Thtere are two methodological issues that cause these

¥

estimates to be higher than might be gocially desirable. First, since there
is no consensus on what constitutes meaningful work, some of the activities

identified might be questidnable in that the value of the goods and services

)

they produce may not justify’ their costs. Second, for a siniler‘reason, it

may not be desirable to expand :ctiyities to completely satiate demand.

a
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[




- Estimating Total Job~Creation - ’ .
* £ ‘ ,' N .

*t
Two faetbrs can creaée differences between onsite job—creation and total

LY

-

o job—creation. (l) offsite employment effects, and (2) fiscal sﬁﬁ::itution.
ngOffsite employment effects can arise because: (a)'nonlabor purchases by these

* activities can create employment in the industries supplying these igputs and

0 e
in industries gupplying the suppliers (direct and indirect employment‘effects),

A“

- L3

¢ and (b) expenditures occasioned by the onsite and the, direct and indirect

. employment effects can induce further, second;round emplo%gent changes (in-

funds are usedito support activities that would have been.supported by local

PR

F

funds in the absence of the federal job-creation*programav

.
—

‘0Offsite employment’ effects were estimated from a sequential‘input-ontput

¥ " simlation model developed by Golladay and Haveman to examine similar effects.
{x ]

arising from a negative income tax program. Offsite employment effects were
estimated by industry and then converted into an occupational distribution

by means of 1970 Census estimates of the distribution of workers by occupation
»

Vv
and industry. The occupational distribution was further transfo:med ingo an

educational distribution by means of 1970 Census estimates of the distribution

of workers by education and occupation. LT .

1

The effects of fiscal substitution are difficult to pin down without
further information about how the resources freed by such gsubstitution are
disposed of. Since little religble information exists about‘either fiscal ;
substitution or how thé freed resources are disposed of, we made o separate
estimates of total employment effects. one based on’ an optimistic" assump- N
tionp-tE?t all federal job-creation funds are ultimetely spent, regardless of

3

whether or not substitution takes place--and onexbased on a‘"pessimistic"

- -

asgumption=—~that node of the resources freed by fiscal substitution of federal.

>y

" duced employment effects) Fiscal substitution can arise if the job—creation

-

i




-

Estimates of fiscal substitut:ion were baséd on)judgment
X

because of the unreliability of existing global est.imates and because of the

fm;ds aré spent.

tniavailability of estimates by type of acfivity. It was as.eumed that iiscal
" - . © _ > \

suBstitution will be higher for activities feprdsenting extensions or expan-
sions of ongoing activities (as opposed to new activities)’, and for ongoing

activities that were already la.rge in scale prior to their extension or expan-

»
4

sion by the new public job-creation activity. _— [
To {dentify labor—bottlenecks, estimates of onsite and offsite job-

creation were compared 'to est,imates of labor supply available from five

v

degignated target groups. 'l'hé most global target group included all observed

*,

unemployed wosk.ers, all hidden unemploged (1.e., disconraged) workers, and

mdere'nployed workens.]'* More narrowly defined target groups consiséed of:

(a) the observed unenployed only, (b) the "long-term" tmemployed'

"low-gkill" unempl oyed'

s

Two sets of supply estimates were generated'

anq the long—tem, low-sld.ll unemployed..

{c) the

-

: progfam to alleviate ‘structural unemploynent problems (structural program)

-

and one set for a job—creation program to deal with cy

ica;l memployment

w8

-
*

one ‘set, for a, job~creation

E]

v problems (countercyclical px:ograni).

13

Estimates of supply for the structural

¢ ’ program were generated Eor dggregate unemployment rate of 4.9 percent:, .

- ) estimates>of'supply for countercyclical P ogram were generated for am aggre~ ,

s ; gate tmemplcynent rate of 8.5 percent, 3.6 percentage points aboye the rate , ¢

e . ##
-

- ) used ‘for the structural program.

® - . s

N - PR

] LT ]

1. Underemployed’'workers were. defined as employed workers who were work-
ing part-time for economic reasons. An alternative definition--not used in
this study--includes employed workers earning annual wages that are below some

" “_arbifrarily-defined poverty level. A

2. Long-term unemployed included workers with an average dnration, of °
unemployment of more-than 13 yeeks.

3. Low-skill unemployed included workers with less than 12 years of
school conmleted )




- - B - B R . » - .
- ’ . - r
R R R - R
PR - - ~ B = M ” -
- - . . - e b
B . P -
- D - .
TIN - 2
B E . 1 M
R * . *
- .

*

. Since ;.most workers are uneuxployed or 1;:1dere:np]:ayed foi' only part of a year, .

' the actual size of a ta:.%et group as measured above can seriously overstate the

annual number of jobs required ‘to alleviate these employment problems. We there—
- '.: ) LK
- "+ target group pOpulati?n. ‘No attem?t‘, was made t% siu:fulate _the supply of poten~
tial icants for thase jobs. Insteady it was ;sgimeg that‘allhers of
these terget groups wou:;Ld opt- to penic;pate in the public jof:-treation program
ané¢ that all nnn-mem;:ers would not 'choose to do so. Alth;ugh th‘ése assumptions

_ >
. + create offsetting biases, it is likély that the net effect—-particularly in a

'\' - 3 Y
high-wege prograg-vill be to understate the tru supply—especially of poten-

—
tial app]:icants from those who were not int the labor force or who were employed

ko
in other jobs. \ @ o . .
N . - - B # .
- Priorities and Administrative Issues . S o B .
- ' . .

3 E 4 - - »
Priorities among program areas were established om the basis of judgments

by pubycé ,ofhzials and'comnmnity 'representatives about: {a) excess demand for .,

-

public services, a.nd (b) changes in activities that might result from an in-

Aoz
i » "
— crease or a decrease in' federal funding.

Our analysis of organizational and'administrative issueg. was based on’an

=

‘extensive 1imfamre rev(;ew and on material gathered on our site vigits--both

LY

: in Washington and in the field.

>

»

-
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" Summary of Findings .

e
3 .

- - . 7 - I
Barlier studies produced estimites of onmsite job-creation potential that

/' ranged between 300 thousand ahd S.BEﬁiiion,.depending on the scope ofy ag:}v—-

= *

ities examined and 'the methods”usedeto generate estimates. ile tried to be

v

* more ccmprehensive than these past studies, by examining all aetivit*es at

L

1
o
®
D3
Do
"':‘wl&m"m
-
‘
L

£

fore expr&sed our supply estimates as the annualized full-time equivalent of the 4

' all leve..s bf governmenc, by considering both o?gite and offsite job-creetion, b

e ’ ; = ; - - * L
= 4 . -
* - =
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T hy comparing skills reguired by the jobs with skills available to identify
o * R o T '

‘potential skillibgttleneck53 by ekamining possiole priorities among activities,

) -g - and by’building into our estimates possible barriers to implementation expected

. to arise from administrative or organizational factors.

“

»

N

1. The study identified 233 potential job-creation activities in 21 dj{fer—

ent program’ areas. This list of activities, together with the summary of t
- . [P e
characteristics, should prorvide valuable guidance to prime . sponsors and other

o
program administrators charged with the responsibility for developing such

L] ‘ . .
egt::ities- The largest number of -activities were in the following program
areas: public works (37), envirommental qnelity (31), education 27n, social
services (27), and criminal justice‘(ZA). Estimates of onsite jobs and costs .

ff)s ~ L

could be geperated for 115 activities. These 115 activities were estimeted

'
! B

capable of generating 3 mdllion‘onsite jobs at a budgetary cost of $46 billion,

o

2

. J
or slightly more than $15,000 per onsite job¢ These per—job costs ranged as

1aw as $8,000 for: cultural activities (including museums and pulelic libraries)
to as high as $41, 000 for public works. A 1arge number of additional onsite
-jobs could have be:n created by the 118 projects for which ‘estimates could not
o be generated. EThese estiqgtes of potential job=creation should, therefore, be . ;
: considered, quite conservative on tgis account. However, thile both the %15 and ‘

233 activities are technically feasible, they may not be the best way to allo-

, cete'scarce govermment tesources. The value ‘of gome of these activitiés, may ' .

', E i? not be anificient to Justify their costs. Andp,for other activities, the costs

._‘ ’ of trying to satisfy the entire demand might prove’ to be. prohibitive. The a
estimates presented in this study gfe/iikely to be biased upward, and therefore L

to be liberal estimates, on these accounts.
// The largest number of onsite Jobs would be generated with the following

% - activities' ‘ . -2




¥

Activity . No.:of fobs

_’Reducing class;size in public schools .553,500
by using more teachers . . '

t - » I . -

e I %sing mbre claseroom~ pr teacher-aides ‘ 238,000

) _° Increased staffing in law- enforcement ' 168,000
- e - ‘agencies ' ,

Using more specidl education teachers " 160,000
for the handicapped -

. ) Expanding publicly—supported day~care 139,000
A . * services '? :

-

~ . - '\ -
ThHese five activities provide over one-third of the 9psite‘jobs estimated in
k] - e . /- .
this study, implying that the remaining 110 activities could each provide a

*

relatively‘small'number of jobs. Oply 14 of the 115 activities would be able

T ) ‘ ~ § / ‘ ) .

to provide more than 50,000 jobs at the nationdl) level. ~ B e
Eleven of the 21 program areas geneéated actisities which, on average, gx

. could be co?sidered "labor-intensive" (i.e., at least 70 percent' of their total - it

costs are labor costs),*and eleven could be considered "low-skill" (i.e., at

‘
4 *

least 70 percent of the onsite‘job slots can be fi%}ed by unsgkilled laborers

or service workers-—the lowest-paying occupatioc classes); About 40 percent

of all onsite jobs--or 1. 2 million jobs--can be considered 1ow-skill. 0
. 2. The estimated number of onsite and offsite jobs that could be gener-

.

ated varied according to the assumption adopted about, fiscal substitution and

yhetherzche resourcesigreed by such substitution are ultimately spent. . The

-, "optimistic" scenario assumed that all job—crestion funds are ultimately

: xspent, regardless of whether or pot fiscal'subscitutioo occurs, and the
"oessimistic" scenario assumed that nome of the funds freed by fiscal substi~

. tutien are Spent. An estimated 3.5 million jobs could be created under E%e

Ay

'_ ' pessimistic scenario and 7.4 million jobs under the optimistic scenario-

The effect of these add{tional jobs is to lower the,budgetagy cost per job .

]
.- .. £ . .-

Y




A vz ! A \,
o ! “ereated from $15, 000 (for onsite jobs) to approximately $6,000 (under the

optimistic scenario) or $12,000 (under the pessimistic scenario) for both

RN, .

onsite and offsite jobs. . ' ‘ i r, T

e Mbreover, the characteristics of jobs created offsite would differ- notice—
% .

'ably from jobs created onsite. For example; while low~gkill jobs would consti-

PRt

tute over ég perceht_ﬁf the onsite joba, they would represent only 15 percent .
of the orfaite jobs. Thus, one effect of offsite job-creationfwoeld be to lpeer
;the percentage'of jobs that can be filleé by low;skill workers from over‘40
. percent to only 25 percent. The actual number of low-skilltjobs capable of

being generated increases from 1.2 million to, over 1.8 million (under the

optimistic scenario); it falls to slightly less than 900 thousand under the 7

.

pessimistic scemarioc. A major conclusion to be drawn from this finding is

" that, because offsite emplovment &ffects of these activities is substantial
= d

-and because these jobs differ inm cﬁaradtergstics from onsiteejoﬁsi;inferences

about the average costs and targeting effectivenes% of job=creation grégrams
- N . . i £y .

1

should not be drawn from onsite job—creatioa'and cost data only. It is reason-

» ¥

able to conclude that, ultimately, all job-creation funds will be spent (al-
though, in the short run, some funds freed by fiscal substitution might fot).

(ﬂ Thus, 1f only the llS activities for which ‘job=creation estimates were derived ‘

.. ¢ -

could be ﬁnplanented, then at least T million jobs could be created at an
average budgetary cost of roughly $6,000 per job, and at least 1.8 million of

_f .- ’ these jobs (approximately one—fourth of the total) could be filled by low-skill

- <
’/ / s~ ~

kY

- P wnrkers. — . - oL : . .
3. ' The supply of workers available varied with. the uatu:e of the target i;?
‘;; o group and the nature of the pregram. The following number of jobs Would be AT .
‘ requi:ed‘to meet the employment needs of alternative target groups in a struc- ‘ l
, . “tural program- i " ‘: T - " : 2T N _ o |
¥ - . ¢ | |_ - . - i A ‘ .
“ , , _ - S




L

/:;

- - en No. Jobs Required °
Target Group - - ™ __(in millions)

-

.. All'unenployed (actual and " .- B _be5 T -
- _ hidden) plus underemployed - T ~ ' . e
con o _ , S Teoe
. s * All unemployed (actual 'oﬁ'l'}_) = = 2,5° ’ il
. o 'Loag-tetm uiemployed - 1.2 s
- . Low-skill unemployed ~ 1.0 gy
Low=-skill, long-term . . 0.5 .-~ K
’ _ - unemployed o . . - .
o N “ s ’ “ﬁ -
:The following number of jobs would be required to meet the emploryment needs
of alternative target groups in the combiped structural-cyclical programs )
,examiaed in this study: H - N R _:'
_ : -~ S No. Jobs Required e *
Target-Group ... - (in millions) - . !
A1l unemployed (actual and * T ) 7.1 . v
. . . hidden) plus undéremployed, - ? . -
. ' Toa unemployed (actual only) 4.8 ‘.
*fong-term unemployed ‘ ) 3 &
Low~skill umemployed ’ Lt 1.7 . i
: i} Low-sld.ll,'long-ternj‘ Lo ., le2 PR
’memlUYEdL ¥ . ) 1 - - .
e ; ’T'V R N ‘ :
s hl » - . ‘\* Py ?
6. . It/vas found that the markets for vhite collar workers——both A
R professional—managerial and clericai-sales-aud service workers were most '
likely to m:pe:ience bottlenecks eVen i3 a situation of rough aggregate - N -
balance. However, oﬁese skilL specific bottlenecks were not conaidered . = ’
' setious hindrances fo the feasibility of implementation ‘of these activities . J
Lr‘\ . ‘ = -
© gdmea. they could easily be alleviated by, drawing on additiqnal supplies -’ ' Iy
.avellable from unemployed and underemployed white collar workers who were.
’; ' - 5 - H - i 2 {’\‘ - :;-’l ot = ) Fu e " - =




.ot members of the target group.l polig mlication to be drawn from J

thqs finding g that tarLting restrictions and eligibilitz criteria ought to - .

‘be flextble- enough to allow for some selection from outgi_.de the target grou23°
+ ¥ .

P - . »

.oz 0 ulations of eli ibles s ecified for the |

alMe

Such flexibilit will

-. . gnd to mininize potential skiTl bottlenecks. T . » ' ' A.
- ~*~ We found that laborbintensive-, low=-skill activities could serve as a rea- ’j'

- ~

. sonable basis for nat’iona.l jobecreation in a structura.l program. Additional a!/

- . . a T,

labor-intensive activities could be added to meet the needs of a countercyclic

v job-cr.eation program as th.e occasion warranted.- - ) o,
. . . 7
Se- Detemining priorities among the program areas proved to be a di”ffi-
=
cult task for .a number of* reagons. First, the officials and‘%presentatives

= - - *
L d N - ) o

’whose judgments'formed the basis for our study of priorities were not neces-'

sarily a representative sample. Second,’even if they whre, their opinions do

N »

. " . not necesaarily reflect the . combined judgments of all members of ‘the. counnuni-

E tie@zey represent. Finally, there was a notable 1ack of consensus, even

after these officials and representativs were strata‘.fied by type, as to program
¥ areas L which there exist excess demands for public services and areas in which
- additional’ federal Fumds should, be s,lm\.ror these reasons, the fimiings on E
priority program areds should be ‘treated with caution.

'l'he procesa developed to identify priority areas cons:l\sted of several 7

- . . .
P L LR CEIL - ey e -

¥

. steps. First’, areas- identified asg areas of excess’ demand by at least 20
L S - -
! . percent of officials’and repr'esentatives were isolated. Then, from among
+ those areast ones selected for increases in aﬁditional federal funding of '
Ed [ L

. at least 10 percent and ones selected by a’ large number of officials and \
.

- > L - -

-

-

) 1. For example, 'in a program targete Zat, ong~tei:m dnemployed workers,
¥ skill bottlemecks could be alléviated by ¢rawing om the supply of.skill ) -
available from non-long—term—unenployed rkers. ; . T .




-

$. . .
Tepresentatives for increases ratuher than for decreases were isolated. The -
. . st . ’

; ‘areasg that ﬁe: all of these test wefe defined as priarity areas.‘

l

’J.'he area of euvironmental quality met the test for all 1oca1 area public
officials and representatives contacted. The following areas met the test fot
\ ‘all officials and representatives except elected public off.icials--houging,‘ .

o ~ . % .
healthy-afd criminal justice. These areas pro¥ide roughly ome-sixth to

one-fifth of the 3 million Jobs created by the activities identified in this

b - > ) . . \'
- St‘UdYo . & - :7 R
6. Administrative and operational issues were examined on-the basis of /
- an exte:;eive literature review and from information acquired during t}}g course "

of our fieldwo;:k. The following issues wete—identi;‘.iec,i es potential'bar;::_{.ei:s
‘to effective >im;p1ementatio‘:‘1 of ae'tivities funded under a 1arge-sca1e~publie ‘
jobicreation progrem: *
® ;mbiguous progra:t goa,J.._e
‘ o ‘red tape 7 ' . ‘
e imadequate time' for planning

) target‘:in;g‘ ’ L

ng, supervision, ‘

| | } S |

- e e pressure group problems. (e.g., unioms,. competition, e e —an
- : in private sector) :

- @ 1inadequate resources for tra
and materialg s

e transition requirements. o .

-

Each of these issues can render a praoject (or g:oups of proj-ects) infeasible.

Two issﬁes—inadequate time for planning and inadequate regources for

training, atc.~=were singled out as amenable to policv action that would mini-

mize the difficulties they_now produce. The former cag be alleviated by moye

= ¢

‘stable funding patterns. Hoq@er,: this improvement may be purchased at the

- - , - . -
» . R [




-

cqst of mcre,fiscal substitution unless more effective constraints are im—

.

maintenance—of-efforts prcvisions are honored. The latter can be alieviggid/g; _

posed on how funds will be utilized and greater effort is made to assure that
. - P s *

liberalizing t]p current requiremen{wrhat no less than 85 percent,of the funds

be spent on the wage bill. Whiie this Iiberalizaﬁion may reduce the onsite job-

creation performance of the prograﬁ it.would increase the range,of feasible

-

ac?}bities and it may improve the Iong-range benefits accruing to program

participants by providing them with better on—the-job raining experience.

“+

Iy

b



APPENDIXIA e .

, SiTE SELECTION STRATEGY FOR FIELD VISITS -
‘ - . R 10 FEDERAL REGIONS . .

. P .
4 . ' * R b4 i
A . - - - L3

4w -

7 The baaic punpose of this appendix is to describe the method used to
A?jfri select lgcalities for regional field visits. In order to obtain some balance
7 ~in our sample of 1ocalities, priority was given to geographic representation ‘
in our site-selectio%.str‘ategy. Thf following tegionalk dime}tsions.were

-

" considered: . ' TR

. . . : . ) '
_i ) ;Kisd of éegiéﬁ ‘\ _( " Number of Areas . A '‘Reason_for Construction
Census Region t . ) | 4. Geograshic .
- Census Geographic Aféas: s . 29, Gssgraphis
Y Econosis Developmint ~ - » - 157 Labor Market Condisioﬁ
Adsinist?ation Qisfr{cts } ) Adsinistrative
CETA Regioss ot , 10 / :Gebéraphic Economic ,
L BEA Areas AR 173 g Structure of Labor Market
- ( . : . . . . ‘and Community Pattern
CETA regioms ;ere selecged as the agpr;priate classification or stratificatign.
. .Tﬂsségreéions, wits'their member ststes, are described in:Iable 1A.1. Within
_ each region (or s%rafs;, d "locality" was selected on the basis of its‘rqgional
fg,_“;_?;i,representacisn of“éounty ﬁopulation?size €or class grouping).1 ‘
) -: Three classes of counties were’ develaped on' the basis of their pOpulation
'; ] sﬂ%e‘ Coynties wene first ranked by population size and then the' pOpulation

of thsfiargest,counties were summed until épprcximately one-third of the :

»»
‘e - N

national population s reached' this set, 51 cOunties, was classified as

, Lo."A locality was defined as at least 3 to 4 economically independent
) Jurisdictions or .counties located within 100 miles of at’'ledst one of tha two
~. ' ‘other counties. - ! “ . R

T - -

d
'




- ? yd -
-oE 2T _Region f . [ -
" — )
: * < Connecticut ' . k
. " . . Maine -
Massachusetts
< . ‘New Hampshire . g
7. - . / ) g :
S .\ Region II, %, b Co
) . - Region VII . . C .
New Jersey N 6 - /
- . New York - Iowa A ”, .
- , ' / Kansas bt
SN A Missouri S
+Region III i - Nebragka ' .- <t
- i + . Delaware )
: District of Columbia‘ Region VIII
Maryland . o -
- Penpsylvania Colorado
¢ Virginia = . Montana .
. West Virginia . North Dakota =+ - : ) .
s o ' South Dakota ’
o . Utah
" Region: Wyoming n
S : / N
R * Alabama - . _
o ‘Florida . Region IX .
- Georgia .~ . - .
£ Kedtucky ° . Arizona e
€ S Mississippi California - .
- - North Carolina Nevada . .
= e zosmeem 2o o South-Carolina-. ... .. - - Gyt
" Tennessee- 'rrust Territory )
a0 Region ¥ Region X ’ ~
. -~ Illinois . Idaho
Ty Indiana . Oregon - , L
Michigan > Washington . . ) \
’ S Minnesota . " o ’
Ohio 7 . :

Wisconséin

- TABLE 14.1

' STATES BY.CETA REGION
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’

Class I counties. Counties that donstitute Class II Were obtained by the

N

_-%
e

I I

v,

. / con:tinued summing of county pqpul;téion size until two-tixirds of the nat:itonal

~ total population was reached; this se;:. ‘265 countiesy was defined as Class II

counties. The remaining third of the total U.S. population, a set of 2,87?1 !,
R { ‘ B . —

counties, constituted Class III cou;zities. Class I and Class IT counties aré
- N B ’S .

described ‘in Tables 14.2.

L S ) *

i ; ‘The number selected from each county class within a region was deter-

tf"

A}
3

A

mined on the basis of the proportion of the population in the respe’ctive ’

countfy tlasses that reside within the region. ¥

R

W
o
[

-

- -
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M 7‘7 i ! 'Y !
_ g . TABLE ?12 . '
- . i
- " crass 1D cLafs comms S
USED IN‘SAHELING PROCEDURE . '
e, o JClass I Countiel . .
(
: Region I . Region V . i
-l . k4
: . Middlesex, Masss Cook, Ill.
o ! Hartford, Cor Wayne, Mich.
L . Pairfield, Cotn. ) ., Cuyahoga, Ohio
3 o ‘ New Haven Comn. . . M{lwaukee, Wis.
R ) . Suffolk, Mass. Hennepin; Minn. °
Essex, Masd. =~ . ° Hamilton, Ohio
Worcester, Mgs$.. - . Oakland, Mich.
) ” ~ Franklin, Ohio
p et . Mariom, Ind..
l “Region II . . -
Kings, N.Y. "',', Region VI -
Queens, N.Y. -, . "'?’7:' v
New York, N.Y. - Dallas, Tx. -
Bronx, N.Y. Bexar, Tx.’
Nassau, N.Y. Tarrant, Tx.
N Suffolk, N.Y. Harris, TX.
- Erie, N.Y. T
) Essex, N.J.
Bergen, N.J. - Region VII
- _ Westchester, N.Y. - ] -
) ' Honrde, N.Y. St. Louis, Mo.
> . ,__\- ‘ Jackson-, Mo. -
, Region III . ) . -
: : - Region VIII
.o, Philadelphia, Pa. ¢ :
T * Allegheny, Pd% = < - B o
_Baltimore City, Md. Region IX
: District of Columbia . e
- Prince Georges, Md. ’ L . Los Angeles, Calif.
y .- N - Orange, Calif.. )
o : San Diegd, Calif. .
. - Region IV Alameda, Calif. -
) ’ . Maricopa, Az.
. * _ Dade, Fla. . San Francisco, Calif..
' . Shelby, Tenn. ' . San Bernardino, Calif.
L Jefferson, Ky. -t ’ _Sacramento, Calif.
e 5T Jefferson, Ala. . «
. . s .

Region X
Kiﬁg; Wash.

¥ *
+

N 4

0 W
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Region I

Norfolk, Mass.
Providence, R.I.

: Hampden, Mass.

Bristol, Mass.
Plymouth, Mass.®

New London, Conn. ... °
_ H{llsborough, N.H.

Cumberland, Ma.

Litchfield, Conh.

Kent, R.I.
Rockingham, N.H.
Penobscot, Ma.
Hampshire, Mass.
Middlesex, Conn.

’ York, Ma. .

Region ITI

Hudsan, N.J.
Hiddlesex, N.J.
Union, N.J.
Ca;mden, N.J.
Morris, N.J.
Burlington, N.J.

Mercer, N.J.

Richmond, N.Y.
Albagy, ¥.Y.
Oneida, N.Y.
Niagara, N.¥.
ROCkland, N.Y.
Dutchess, N.Y.
Broome, N.Y.
ormge, N.Y.
Ocean, N.J.
Somerset, N.J.
Atlanticé, N.J.
Gloucester, N.J.

. Schenectady, N.Y.

Rensselder, N.Y.
Chautauqua, H.Y.
ter, N.Y."

Saratoga, N.Y.
Cuglbarlmd’, NeJo
St. Lawrence, N.Y.

TABLE 1A.2
(continued)

Class I1 Counties
-

-

' Region III . ,

. Montgomery, Pa.
Baltimore, Md. L
Delaware, Pa. ., o C
‘Montgomery, Md. T \

'  Fairfax, Va. . - . .

BUCRS Pa. .

New Castle, Del.

Luzerne, Pa. - . .

'Norfolk City, Va. ~ .

Anne Aruyndel, Md. ' .

- Berks, Ps - S - -
Chester,. Pa. = ]

¢« Erie, Pa. I

“York, Pa. &

LEhigh, Pa.

Richmond City, Va.

LaCka‘mnna, Pa.

.Kanawha, W. Va.

Wake, N.C.

Da@hin, Pa.

Northampton, Pa.

- Waghington, Pa. .

Beaver, Pa.

4 Cambria, P .
Arlington,\Va.
Virginia Beach City, Va.
Schuylkill, Pa.
Cumberland,. Pa.
. Henrico, Va. -

a - Blair, Pa.

~ .  Butler, Pa.
Mercer, Pa. ' o
Hampton City, Va. ! '
Rarford, Md. )
Lycoming, Pa. .

L
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- - TABLE 1AMV2
. Class IT Counties

.(contiﬁued)

- . v

Region IV -

Broward, Fla. -
- mton, Ga. . o .

e 4 Dyval, Fla. : . C

. Pinellasg, Fla.-

- Hillsborough, Fla.

S , Davidson, Tenn. g

Hecklgnburg, NOCO - ) ” )

¢ '~ Orange, Fla.

e *Palm Beach, Fla. )

ok Mobile, Ala.

o . Guilford, NOC‘.

«} - Knox, Tenn..o" ~ )

I 1ton, Tenn. .

C, Charleston, S.C.

. Creefville, S.C. J o

Brevard, Fla.
Polk, Fla. .
Forsyth, N.C. . .
Hinds, Miss.. . -
Cumberland, N.C.”
Escambia, Fla.
Cobb, Ga. .
Chatham, Ga.
Fayette, Ky.
Spartanburg, S.C.

N Volusiz, Fla. X .

. Montgomery, Ala. - . a
Muscogee, Ga. * ’ ;
Richmond,. Ga.

Gaston, N.C.
Bibb, Ga.
B ) Harrison, Miss.
}l,, R * Durhm, N‘Co
- Keaton, Ky.- .. °
- ’ Sullivan, Tenn.

’ - Sarasota, Fla. -

* . Tuscaloosa, Ala. .
"Region V

! I Macomb, Mich,~

- Montgomery, Ohio
: : Sumefit, Ohio

. . Ioake, Ind.
T .+ . -Du Page, I1l. -

= 4

Region V (cc;ﬁt.)-

.Luca'si Ohio ) . .t

.Lake, I11. - ‘— LI

' Allen, Ind. -

_ Madisonm, Illw~ ot

_Peoria, Ill. L 3

" Brown, Wis. oy,

R‘.DCk, Wis'l - o7

t

5 .- - e B

Ragsey 3 lﬁnn. ) -
Genesee)l Mich.
Kent ? mch.

Stark, Ohio . : -
Mahoning, Ohio T - e
Dane, Wis. Vo
Sto CaLit,, Ill. M

Lorain, Ohio 3 '

wili, 11, | x .-
Winnebago, I11l. ~

St. Joseph, Ind. oot
Washtenaw, Mich.

Trumbiill, Ohio -
Waukegha, Wis. .
Butler, Ohio i e
St. Louis, Minn.” )
Saginaw, Mich. N
Kalamazgo, Mich. . .
Lake, Ohio -

oy

Racine, Wis. S,
Vanderburgh, Ind.
Rock Island, Ill. . .
Berrien, Mich. P
Champaign, Ill. .

Sangamon, Ill. : o<

Clark, Ohio
Muskegon, Mich. "~ . ’
Arioka,} Minn. . - :
Jackson, Mich. R
Calhoun, Mich. . . T Ny
Dakota, Minn. ) -
Madison, Ind.

Richland, Ohic -~ . T
Winnebago,, Wis. ) T T
Delaware, Ind. y
ottmt Mich.
Elkhart, 'Ind.
Portage, Ohio
Greene, “Ohio
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[;f s
¢ BLE 14.2
. K ClaBs“1% _Counties
¥ 4 4 -
3 (corg:im;ed)
- : : ~
.= ' ,_.../ Region VI .
' Orleansi La. !/ A
- Oklahoma, OR{gja. . “ ’
R Tulsa, Okla./ .
El Paso, Tex. : .
Jefferson, fLa. - -
- Bernalillg, N. Mex. °
Travis, Tex. .
Pulaski, ‘Ark. ]
T e East Batpn Rouge, La. . !
N Jefferson, Tex. o .
Rugces, Tex.- v .
N *Caddo, La. -’ :
’ Kidalgﬂ, Tax. - . % .
- . Lubbock, Tex. -
_Galvgston, Tex. ‘
* Hch;man, Tex. ’ <
Calfasieu, La.
- Cameron, Tex.
Be}l, Tex. .
, Wichita, Tex. \
Rapides, La. . :
) f‘ fayette, La. o
e f ) -
7 . )
i < .
1] e
i’ s T -4 ' y\
- ‘ . ?
- I - )
Y - i :
;Y:; v J Ei —
. ‘ . o ‘
) : ¥
‘ s -
H . ~ L
. 30
i
- :.

-

Region TAI .

4

St. ,LOUis(City, Mo.
Do , Nebr.
Sedgiick, Kan.
Polk, Iowa
Johnson, Kan.
Wyandotte, Kan. ,
Lancaster, Nebr.
Linn, Iowa
meﬁ, Kan.,
Scott, Towa ~—
Black Hawk, Iowa/

v/

waw
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Once an efficent allocation of county classes by region had been obtained,
a simple random sample was drawn ‘within each region for each of the respective

connty classes. The Rand Table of One Million Random Numbers was use. to

N

o randomly gample the counties from the appropriate county classes. - Then, the
constraint that ‘the three counties be located within a distance of 100 miles ‘

of one of the other t:wo counties was 1lmposed. This constraint was impo_sed in

an-effort to minimize travel cost and time within each CETA region.
] v

The primary reason for selecting these counties randomly was that there

- was currently no reliable measures of the demand for public services (or

—

[ LI

community unmét needs) that may be used as a basis for further stratification.

b,

I£ we had been able to obtain a reliable measure of the implicit demand for
public services (or unmet needs) .in the counties throughout the U.5., we would

have_ been in a position to select counties systematically.

-

The selection of a set of .three counties depended on the following rules.

3

R

Hor

» . o if all three counties are’ located within a distance of 100 .
’ miles of at least one of the other two counties} accept the
) sample;
2
¢ o if two of the three countids are within a distance of 100
' miles of the other them those. two counties will be réetained
and the third county selected*will be excluded from the
sample and a subsequent county will be randomly (or non=
- randomly) selected sequentially* until the a_priori distance
) criteria is satisfied,
ot - .- Y 4 B —_ — e e -~
e 1if not one of the counties lie within a distance of IOO
", miles of at least one of~the other two counties, reject

. T _~. the three couanties, meturp them to their udiverse and !
o= - , . proceed to select countiés randomly until the distance :
' constraint is satisfied. e IS

-

T Once\the distance contraint had been satisfied, .an additiomal criteria
.7 was also checked; the requirement that the three counties or jurisaictions

be eqonomically independent. The deciding £actor that was used for deter—

ﬂ

‘ minipg whether one county was economically independent of another was that

&

Q - ’ ) i . 3’? . -
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A 1ist of the randomly selected count;;tes by CE'J:A regions are” shown in

‘I'abl‘ IA.B along with their cdtresponding county class, BEA area, SMSA; if

fe‘

auy, qnd the name of any cit:y within t:he county with a populat:ion of at J.east

25 OOO inhabitants.
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-V L . TABLE lA.3 - B

. :§ o N . P * ’\ . . T -~ .

c r _ LIST OF RANDOMLY SELECTED COUNTIES TO. BE .. ’

T ST VISITED TO SOLICIT INFORMATION OF - 4
- ) . T s THE DEMAND E;QR PUBLIC SERVICES._, . - g )
R l 3> ) . - " - o '
s T e "~ . - (Constitues > . R
SR e B - _or is part- ._A City Within S
~Regioh County Class 'BEA Area of an SMSA? Y County °- ’

RegionI New Haven, Comn. . 1 5 ‘YES.- - New Haven ' »

’ Fairfield, Conn. ° T 13 . - . YEBS " Bridgeport’. . -

Providence, R.I. II 4 sub 9- = ° YES ' Providence : .

- RS . e . }{

) Region 2 - Erie, New York I 8 sub 1 IES Buffalo \ -
Monroe, New York I "7 s8ub 1 "YBS - Rochester
Oneida, New York _ Ir, 7°sub-3 . 1ES - Rome
s "Region3 D hin, Pa. II ~ 15suwb 1 YES ‘Harrisburg® *
, Luzérne, Pa. - .~ II 14 sub 1° YES - .Wiles-Barre . .
. ‘Baltimore, Md I “1& sub 1 YES Baltimore N }
: . .o v ’ .ot .- ) e *
Region 4 Liberty, Ga. CIIT 30 ' NO Binesville -
Bamberg, S.C. IIT 29 - ’ - NO Bamberg
. Richmond, Ga. II 29 sub 1 YES ¢ Augusta oL
) . . - - -~ i- i 1 . -
Region 5 . Ross, Ohic Iz 60 sub- 3 NO - Chilligathe .
T Wayne, Ind. III .57  NO * Richmond
- e Hamiltor!, Ohio- , L 58 YES Cincinnati °
: z . _ B )
Region 6 _ Harris, Tex. 1 ~125 sub 2 YES *° r Houston
E . Lafayette, La. I 124 sub 2 YES. ) Lafayette .
N Grimes,iTex. . III 115 sub 2 NO - Bryan City- A
4 r e ” o ‘
Region 7 Dallasg, Iowa' III- 93 NO - T e
S Gage, Nebra. oIIT, 95 ND~ R A
D'ozi'glas, Nebra.' 1T’ 94 ff.mb - YES - - Omaha. --- - -
Regioh 8  Eagle, Colo. .i I, 132 B I vail
. "  Waghington, Colo. IIT . -+ 131 sub 4 NO Akron
El.Paso, Colo. « 1II 130 YES Colorado Springs
et i . : »r
Region 9  Sacramentq, Calif. I 145 sub 1. YES Sacramento -
- Alameda, Calif. . I 147 sub 7 YES - Berkeley
- FPresno, Calif. '~ .1II 143 sub 4 YES - * Fresno
Region 10 King, Washington' = I 135 sub 1 YES Seattle
< Yakima, Wash. 11 136 . N ® Yakima
' . Kliakitat, Wash. 11X 137 sub 4 No ! !
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‘ WASHING‘ION—BASED‘ AGENCIES AND ORGANIZATIONS CONTACIED ) ‘ . o
m{m. GOVERNMENT AGENCIES e : L
t - i 7
)-" L ( ffice of Evaluation ‘ , : . \ (
-~ UsS. Department of Agriculture ' v ’ :
» ‘ - - " N » -
- .U.S. Cooperative Extension Service’ N ' S o E
T : Farmers Home Administration ; ‘ ) ' .
3} .. .. 'National Forest Service o R
. - . - - ~ ,
’ " Community Services Administration ' hE ‘ 2/
. . ’c -
& ~ . -
Office of Policy, Planning, and Evaluation . -, "
' Office of Energy ; . : s
- , "\ ’ - .
« . Department of Commerce % ’
. * . H ' f. R A i g
- ¢ Economic Development Administration . ~ ©
- - .White House Conference on Balanced National Growth. L .
. ! - ) ' ' < ®
, Department of Health, Education, and Welfare . . )
. i
* 0ffice of the Assigtant Secretary for Planning gd Evaluation
. ) Office of the Assistant Secretary for Health . R .
. d ) Office of Child JDevelopment . : . .
‘ Center for Disease Control . ‘
Delivery of Services Team-National Health Insurance
. * ‘Yedicaid Bureau--Division of Analysis and Evaluation
Administration on Aging . -
. President’s Commission on Employment of the Handicapped )
v B Archireétural \Barriers Compliance Board ” .
RU : Office of the Assistant Sel cretary for Education ) - T
O © National ‘institute for Mental Health Project Share
: , . . - v - ) - e e i
S ' Department of Housing and Urban Development ' ' Y
E ..., _Office of Policy Development and Research, . ) c 2" -
- ‘ 'Offite of Evaluation, Community Planning ani&evelopment . , :
vt 'OW Lead Based Paint Studies i i ' s
oA o , } - . . : Lot
-+~ . ",  Department of- the Interior . d S L
o " 3 ) .- - L L
‘. o ) Office of Program DevelOpment and Budget )
' Bureau of the Mines . -« oo o T - PR
~U.S., Geological Survdy . : » ' ' ' -
y #  'Natlonal Park Service- ~

oty
' ‘;‘I||lj.
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APPENDIX IB L
(continued) >

7 .

' 'FEDERAL GOVERNMENT AGENCIES (cqgtinued)

Department- of Justice$

- - - . . ‘-{.z -
Office of Policy and Wanning *
Law Enforcement Assistahce Administration .

. Department of Labor . -

.+ Office of Youth Programs

Bureau of Immigration and Naturalization
-Bureau of the Prisons )
g

Office of the Assistant Secretary for Policy,- Evalua
Research - f .

Employment and Training Administrgtion
Employment Standards Adminis Eratiﬁ‘

>

ﬁDepﬁrtment of-TranQ;ortation 3
Federal Railroad Administtation »
Amtrak
ConRail °

Environmental Protection Agency

Office of‘féderal Qctivities R
Solid Waste Division -

Natiohaﬁ Academy of\Sciences.

0ffice of Management and Budget

Asgsembly for Behavioral and Social Sciencés

* - .

-

Division_ of Hoég;ng, Veterans, and Labor

NATIONAL ORGANTIZATTONS N

_ Alexander Graham Bell Association for the Deaf

¥

American Correctional Association - -

’American Aigociation of Muséums

American Foundation for the Blind

%

§

American fédepacibn of State, County, and Municipal Employees
. . . i , * .

.

s

M M - L)
.
- ~ * £
Cad N -
.
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(continued)

'NATIONAL ORGANIZATIONS (continued)

Americag Library Association

P

,Amerfgag Publid Eg§ltﬁ Agséciation

e

»

Ameticaﬁ Publig Works Association
Association of Mental Health Administratofs

Association of Rehabilitation Facilities

Big Brothers/Big Sisters of America .
Boy’s Clubs of Americar . =

Common Cause

- v

Community Arts Councils of America
, . ¢ - .

" Council of Great City Schools
_Déy Cgre and Child Develépment Council Qf'AmericQ,
Drug Abuse Council ‘x ;
Girl’s Clubs of America

- Girl Scouts of America

. Goodwill Indsutries of America, Inc.

-

The Instituté for the Sﬁpdy of‘Drug Misuse

Jhnior_Ackievement of America, Ihc.

League of Women Voters * N
) National Association for the Deaf

National As;ocia;ién q§>Home Builders -

3

National Association for Mental Health

> .v National Association of Soil Conservation Districts

o
’?; r

National Center for a Barrier Free Envirqnment

.
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AP,PENDIX 1B

NS oo Ll ;(continued) : . o =
TN gt T & > . *;’

NATIONAI. ORGANT NS (continued) - . Y

e National Cojmittee for Prevent;{,pn of Child AbuSe

National Cor.‘rection Recreation ‘Association - » . ] , e

‘Natioual Council of Comnmnity Mental Health Centers
. National Council on Citizer! Participation ) - )
IR o ) National Council for Homemaker—fiome Health Aide Services . A

Na.tional Endowment for the Arg

~

National Education Association’ .
N - 'l‘he Nationa League of Cities ﬁ e . . N .
- National Pianning Association ,

* The National Urban, League ' ' ’ T ‘ . . |

B N N Y o= - ~
B P
-~ * Natiomal Wildlife Foumdation , ( T

5

* - ’ . - .

North Anrerican‘;CenEer for A&option

' . New England Fouzrdation for the Arts

)

T Opportunities InduStrialﬂ.zation Centers . L
S:Lerra club /gg .o T _ o
P f“ e

T United Way of - Ameri-ca . ‘% '/. o —~

.

z

U.S. Chmnber of Gomgerce - ’

\ .. .U.s. G,onfo'.rﬁoce of Mayors o o .

[ ) ~ - 14 .
- o Young Men’s, Chris‘tian’Ass%a;j;on . . : ) o e

Young Women’s Ch#istian Association "%

-

S . .. T he T



